The focus of this paper is on immigrant minority languages in urban Western Europe. Both multidisciplinary and cross-national perspectives will be offered on two major domains in which language transmission occurs, i.e., the domestic domain and the public domain. Prototypical of these two domains are the home and the school, respectively. At home, language transmission occurs between parents and children; at school this occurs between teachers and pupils. Viewed from the perspectives of majority language speakers versus minority language speakers, language transmission becomes a very different issue. In the case of majority language speakers, language transmission at home and at school is commonly taken for granted: at home, parents speak this language usually with their children; at school this language is usually the only or major subject and medium of instruction. In the case of minority language speakers, there is usually a mismatch between the language of the home and the language of the school. Whether parents in such a context continue to transmit their language to their children is strongly dependent on the degree to which these parents conceive of this language as a core value of cultural identity.
After a short introduction, we offer phenomenological perspectives on the semantics of our field of study and some central European notions in this field. Next we discuss major agencies and documents on language rights at the global and European level. We also discuss the utilisation and effects of different demographic criteria for the definition and identification of (school) population groups in a multicultural society. Next we offer sociolinguistic perspectives on the distribution and vitality of immigrant minority languages across Europe. In this context the rationale and major outcomes of the Multilingual Cities Project, realised in six major multicultural cities in different European Union nation-states, are presented. Finally we offer comparative perspectives on educational policies and practices in the domain of immigrant minority languages in the six European Union countries under discussion. We conclude with an overview on how multilingualism can be promoted for all children in an increasingly multicultural Europe.
INTRODUCTION
There are more than 20 nation-states across the world with more than one official language. India alone, for example, has 19 official languages, while South Africa has 11. In most countries in the world, however, only one official language is recognised, de jure or de facto. This holds also for Europe at large, although Europe's identity is to a great extent determined by cultural and linguistic diversity. Table 1 serves to illustrate this diversity in terms of nation-states and corresponding official state languages, respectively (Haarmann 1995) . A map of European nation-states based on their national self-references and derived from the official European Union (henceforward EU) website is available at http://www.europa.eu/abc/european_countries/index_en.htm. In Table 1 we give an overview of the 29 current and candidate EU nation-states with their estimated populations (ranked in decreasing order of millions) and official state languages. As Table 1 makes clear, there are large differences in population size amongst EU nation-states. German, French, English, Italian, Spanish, and Polish belong to the six most widely spoken official state languages in the present EU, whereas Turkish would be second to German in an enlarged EU. Table 1 also shows the close connection between nation-state references and official state language references. In 26 out of 29 cases, distinct languages are the clearest feature distinguishing one nation-state from its neighbours , the only exceptions (and for different reasons) being Belgium, Austria, and Cyprus. This match between nation-state references and official state language references obscures the very existence of different types of minority languages that are actually spoken across European nation-states. Many of these languages are indigenous minority languages with a regional base, many other languages stem from abroad without such a base. We will refer to these 'other' languages of Europe as regional minority (henceforward RM) languages and immigrant minority (henceforward IM) languages respectively (Extra and Gorter 2001) .
A number of issues need to be kept in mind, however. Within and across EU nationstates, some RM and IM languages have larger numbers of speakers than some of the official state languages presented in Table 1 . Moreover, RM and IM languages in one EU nation-state may be official state languages in another nation-state. Examples of the former are the outcome of language border crossing in adjacent nation-states, such as Finnish in Sweden or Swedish in Finland. Examples of the latter are the outcome of processes of migration and minorisation, in particular from Southern to Northern Europe, such as Portuguese, Spanish, Italian or Greek. In particular the context of migration and minorisation makes our proposed distinction between RM and IM languages ambiguous. We see, however, no better alternative. It should also be kept in mind that many, if not most, IM languages in particular European nation-states originate from countries outside Europe. In our opinion, the proposed distinction leads at least to awareness raising and may ultimately lead to an inclusive approach in the European conceptualisation of 'minority' languages.
PHENOMENOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES
The quote at the start of this paper originates from George W. Bush, addressing Hispanic voters in California. It will take some time before European leaders will address their electorate with statements like Immigrants have made this country more French, not less French. In the American context, immigrants are commonly conceived as contributors to the national identity, but in the European context they tend to be seen as a threat to this identity. Europe's identity, however, is to a great extent determined by cultural and linguistic diversity. Contrary to many popular views, the concepts of 'nation' and 'nationstate' in the modern sense are relatively recent phenomena. discusses the distinction between these two concepts in terms of a population and a legally defined entity, respectively. Nations have frequently developed from ethnic groups, but nations and ethnic groups do not necessarily coincide. Ethnic groups are often subsets of nations or function as collective entities across the borders of nation-states. The construction and/or consolidation of nation-states across Europe has enforced the belief that an official state language should correspond to each nation-state, and that this language should be regarded as a core value of national identity. The equalisation of language with national identity, however, is based on a denial of the co-existence of majority and minority languages within the borders of any nation-state and has its roots in German Romanticism at the end of the 18th and the beginning of the 19th century (see Fishman 1973 : 39-85, Fishman 1989 : 105-175, 270-287, and Edwards 1985 for historical overviews). The equalisation of German with Germany was a reaction to the rationalism of the Enlightenment and was also based on anti-French sentiments. The concept of nationalism emerged at the end of the 18th century; the concept of nationality only a century later. Romantic philosophers like Johann Gottfried von Herder and Wilhelm von Humboldt laid the foundation for the emergence of a linguistic nationalism in Germany on the basis of which the German language and nation were conceived as superior to the French. The French, however, were no less reluctant to express their conviction that the reverse was true. Although every nation-state is characterised by heterogeneity, including linguistic heterogeneity, nationalistic movements have always invoked this classical European discourse in their identifying of language with nation (cf. recent references in Germany to such concepts as Sprachnation, Urfolk, and Leitkultur). For recent studies on language, identity and nationalism in Europe we refer to and Gubbins and Holt (2002) , and for a comparative study of attitudes towards language and national identity in France and Sweden to Oakes (2001) .
The USA has not remained immune to this type of nationalism either. The Englishonly movement, US English, was founded in 1983 out of a fear of the growing number of Hispanics on American soil (Fishman 1988 , May 2001 . This organisation resisted bilingual Spanish-English education from the beginning because such an approach would lead to 'identity confusion'. Similarly, attempts have been made to give the assignment of English as the official language of the USA a constitutional basis. This was done on the presupposition that the recognition of other languages (in particular Spanish) would undermine the foundations of the nation-state. This nationalism has its roots in a white, protestant, English-speaking elite (Edwards 1994: 177-178) .
The relationship between language and identity is not a static but a dynamic phenomenon. During the last decades of the 20th century, this relationship underwent strong trans-national changes. Within the European context, these changes occurred in three different arenas (Oakes 2001): • in the national arenas of the EU nation-states: the traditional identity of these nationstates has been challenged by major demographic changes (in particular in urban areas) as a consequence of migration and minorisation;
• in the European arena: the concept of a European identity has emerged as a consequence of increasing cooperation and integration at the European level;
• in the global arena: our world has become smaller and more interactive as a consequence of the increasing availability of information and communication technology.
Major changes in each of these three arenas have led to the development of concepts such as a trans-national citizenship and trans-national multiple identities. Inhabitants of Europe no longer identify exclusively with singular nation-states, but give increasing evidence of multiple affiliations. At the EU level, the notion of a European identity was formally expressed for the first time in the Declaration on European Identity of December 1973 in Copenhagen. Numerous institutions and documents have propagated and promoted this idea ever since. The most concrete and tangible expressions of this idea to date have been the introduction of a European currency in 2002 and the proposals for a European constitution in 2004. In discussing the concept of a European identity, Oakes (2001: 127-131) emphasises that the recognition of the concept of multiple trans-national identities is a prerequisite rather than an obstacle for the acceptance of a European identity. The recognition of multiple trans-national identities not only occurs among the traditional inhabitants of European nation-states, but also among newcomers and IM groups in Europe. At the same time we see a strengthening of regional identities in many regions in Europe, in particular those where a RM language is in use.
Multiple trans-national identities and affiliations will require new competences of European citizens in the 21st century. These include the ability to deal with increasing cultural diversity and heterogeneity (Van Londen and de Ruijter 1999) . Multilingualism can be considered a core competence for such ability. In this context, processes of both convergence and divergence play a role. In the European and global arena, English has increasingly assumed the role of lingua franca for international communication (Oakes 2001: 131-136, 149-154) . The rise of English has occurred at the cost of all other official state languages of Europe, including French. At the same time, a growing number of newcomers to the national arenas of the EU nation-states express the need of competence in the languages of their source and target countries.
Europe has a rich diversity of languages. This fact is usually illustrated by reference to the official state languages of the EU. However, many more languages are spoken by the inhabitants of Europe. Examples of such languages are Welsh and Basque, or Arabic and Turkish. These languages are usually referred to as 'minority languages', even when in Europe as a whole there is no one majority language because all languages are spoken by a numerical minority. The languages referred to are representatives of RM and IM languages, respectively. RM and IM languages have much in common, much more than is usually thought. On their sociolinguistic, educational, and political agendas, we find issues such as their actual spread, their domestic and public vitality, the processes and determinants of language maintenance versus language shift towards majority languages, the relationship between language, ethnicity, and identity, and the status of minority languages in schools, in particular in the compulsory stages of primary and secondary education. The origin of most RM languages as minority languages lies in the 19th century, when, during the processes of state-formation in Europe, they found themselves excluded from the state level, in particular from general education. RM languages did not become official languages of the nation-states that were then established. Centralising tendencies and the ideology of one language -one state have threatened the continued existence of RM languages. The greatest threat to RM languages, however, is lack of inter-generational transmission. When parents stop speaking the ancestral language with their children, it becomes almost impossible to reverse the ensuing language shift. Education can also be a major factor in the maintenance and promotion of a minority language. For most RM languages, some kind of educational provisions have been established in an attempt at reversing ongoing language shift. Only in the last few decades have some of these RM languages become relatively well protected in legal terms, as well as by affirmative educational policies and programmes, both at the level of various nation-states and at the level of the EU.
There have always been speakers of IM languages in Europe, but these languages have only recently emerged as community languages spoken on a wide scale in urban Europe, due to intensified processes of migration and minorisation. Turkish and Arabic are good examples of so-called 'non-European' languages that are spoken and learned by millions of inhabitants of the EU nation-states. Although IM languages are often conceived of and transmitted as core values by IM language groups, they are much less protected than RM languages by affirmative action and legal measures, for example, in education. In fact, the learning and certainly the teaching of IM languages are often seen by mainstream language speakers and by policy makers as obstacles to integration. At the European level, guidelines and directives regarding IM languages are scant and outdated.
As yet, we lack a common referential framework for the languages under discussion. Publications which focus on both types of minority languages are rare: examples are the dual volumes on RM and IM languages by Alladina and Edwards (1991) , and the integrated volumes by Gogolin et al. (1991) , Fase et al. (1992 Fase et al. ( , 1995 , Ammon et al. (1995) , Ammerlaan et al. (2001) , and Extra and Gorter (2001) . As all of these RM and IM languages are spoken by different language communities and not at state-wide level, it may seem logical to refer to them as community languages, thus contrasting them with the official languages of nation-states. However, the designation 'community languages' leads to confusion at the surface level because this concept is already in use to refer to the official languages of the EU. In that sense the designation 'community languages' is occupied territory. From an inventory of the different terms in use, we learn that there are no standardised designations for these languages across nation-states. Table 2 gives a non-exhaustive overview of the nomenclature of our field of concern in terms of reference to the people, their languages, and the teaching of these languages. The concept of 'lesser used languages' has been adopted at the EU level; the European Bureau for Lesser Used Languages (EBLUL), established in Brussels and Dublin, speaks and acts on behalf of "the autochthonous regional and minority languages of the EU". Table 2 shows that the terminology varies not only across different nation-states, but also across different types of education.
In the European public discourse on IM groups, two major characteristics emerge (Extra and Verhoeven 1998) : IM groups are often referred to as foreigners (étrangers, Ausländer) as being in need of integration. First of all, it is common practice to refer to IM groups in terms of non-national residents and to their languages in terms of nonterritorial, non-regional, non-indigenous or non-European languages. The call for integration is in sharp contrast with the language of exclusion. This conceptual exclusion rather than inclusion in the European public discourse derives from a restrictive interpretation of the notions of citizenship and nationality. From a historical point of view, such notions are commonly shaped by a constitutional ius sanguinis (law of the blood) in terms of which nationality is based on descent, in contrast to ius soli (law of the soil) in terms of which nationality derives from country of birth. When European emigrants left their continent in the past and colonised countries abroad, they legitimised their claim to citizenship by spelling out ius soli in the constitutions of these countries of settlement. Good examples of this strategy can be found in English-dominant immigration countries like the USA, Canada, Australia and South Africa. In establishing the constitutions of these (sub)continents, no consultation took place with native inhabitants, such as Indians, Inuit, Aboriginals and Zulus, respectively. At home, however, Europeans predominantly upheld ius sanguinis in their constitutions and/or perceptions of nationality and citizenship, in spite of the growing numbers of newcomers who strive for an equal status as citizens.
In this context, an interesting difference emerges between the American and European public discourse on ethnicity and nationality/citizenship. In the United States, word order constraints occur in such a way that ethnicity functions as modifier or adjective, and nationality/citizenship as head or noun (cf. references like Latin/Afro/Anglo/Asian/ Chinese/Dutch American). In Europe, IM groups are often referred to by their source country instead of the target country of which they hold the nationality, resulting in such references as Turks instead of Turkish Dutchmen, or Moroccans instead of Moroccan Frenchmen. A remarkable phenomenon in the Israeli public discourse is the common way of referring to Israeli Jews/Arabs instead of Jewish/Arab Israelis: the former type of reference is focused upon difference in ethnicity, the latter upon similarity in citizenship.
A second major characteristic of the European public discourse on IM groups is the focus on integration. This notion is both popular and vague, and it may actually refer to a whole spectrum of underlying concepts that vary over space and time. Miles and Thränhardt (1995) , Bauböck et al. (1996) , and Kruyt and Niessen (1997) are good examples of comparative case studies on the notion of integration in a variety of EU countries that have been faced with increasing immigration since the early 1970s. The extremes of the spectrum range from assimilation to multiculturalism. The concept of assimilation is based on the premise that cultural differences between IM groups and established majority groups should and will disappear over time in a society which is proclaimed to be culturally homogeneous. On the other side of the spectrum, the concept of multiculturalism is based on the premise that such differences are an asset to a pluralist society, which actually promotes cultural diversity in terms of new resources and opportunities. While the concept of assimilation focuses on unilateral tasks for newcomers, the concept of multiculturalism focuses on multilateral tasks for all inhabitants in changing societies (Taylor 1993, Cohn-Bendit and Schmid 1992) . In practice, established majority groups often make strong demands on IM groups for integration in terms of assimilation, and are commonly very reluctant to promote or even accept the notion of cultural diversity as a determining characteristic of an increasingly multicultural environment.
It is interesting to compare the underlying assumptions of 'integration' in the European public discourse on IM groups at the national level with assumptions made at the level of cross-national cooperation and legislation. In the latter context, European politicians are eager to stress the importance of a proper balance between the loss and maintenance of 'national' norms and values. A prime concern in the public debate on such norms and values is cultural and linguistic diversity, mainly in terms of the national languages of the EU. National languages are often referred to as core values of cultural identity. It is a paradoxical phenomenon that in the same public discourse IM languages and cultures are commonly conceived as sources of problems and deficits and as obstacles to integration, while national languages and cultures in an expanding EU are regarded as sources of enrichment and as prerequisites for integration.
The public discourse on integration of IM groups in terms of assimilation vs. multiculturalism can also be noticed in the domain of education. Due to a growing influx of IM pupils, schools are faced with the challenge of adapting their curricula to this trend. The pattern of modification may be inspired by a strong and unilateral emphasis on learning (in) the language of the majority of society, given its significance for success in school and in the labour market, or by the awareness that the response to emerging multicultural school populations cannot be reduced to monolingual education programming (Gogolin 1994) . In the former case, the focus will be on learning (in) the national language as a second language only, in the latter case on offering more than one language in the school curriculum.
LANGUAGE RIGHTS PERSPECTIVES
Language rights are rather variable phenomena, depending on the situational context, on the cultural perspective taken, and on many other social and political factors. May (2001) provides case studies of this theme, and makes a linkage between language and minority rights and such topics as nationalism, language loss, ethnicity, identity and education. What is seen as a 'right' in one context is 'unthinkable' in another context. Human rights in general and language rights in particular are of paramount importance, but without having unyielding institutions turning these rights into realities, the recognition of language rights on paper is pointless. For a historical overview of language rights issues from the early 19th century on, we refer to the magnum opus of Skutnabb-Kangas and Phillipson (1995a: 71-110) , and for overviews of global and European documents on language rights as human rights to Brownlie (1981) , Ermacora et al. (1993) , SkutnabbKangas and Phillipson (1995b : 371-412), and De Varennes (1997 . Table 3 offers a selective overview of major agencies and documents on language rights at the global and European level. Major agencies at the global level are UNESCO and the United Nations, and at the European level the European Union in Brussels, and the Council of Europe in Strasbourg.
Table 3 makes clear that there are differences in both the terminology of the documents and the target groups under discussion. The documents refer to such concepts as declarations, directives or recommendations, all of them having a different legal status and binding power. Moreover, the documents may focus on particular individuals and/or groups. There is a growing international awareness that, irrespective of the fundamental freedoms of the individual as expressed most notably in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights adopted by the General Assembly of the United Nations in December 1948, minority groups have rights that should be acknowledged and accommodated as well. As a result, the recognition and protection of minorities has become a significant issue in international law. At the UN World Conference on Human Rights in Vienna in June 1993, a Declaration was adopted which confirmed the importance of the promotion and protection of the rights of persons belonging to minorities and the contribution of such promotion and protection to the political and social stability of the State in which such persons live. It is important to note that diversity is recognised in this Declaration as a prerequisite and not as a threat to social cohesion. A complicated issue is the definition of 'minority' in legal documents. The concept has both quantitative and qualitative dimensions, based on dominated size and dominated status, respectively. Dominated status may refer to, e.g. physical, social, cultural, religious, linguistic, economic or legal characteristics of minority groups. Attempts by the UN to reach an acceptable definition, however, have been largely unsuccessful (Capotorti 1979 It should be noted that the concepts of 'regional' and 'minority' languages are not specified in the Charter and that (im)migrant languages are explicitly excluded from the Charter. States are free in their choice of which RM languages to include. Also, the degree of protection is not prescribed; thus, a state can choose loose or tight policies. The result is a large variety of different provisions accepted by the various states.
As a parallel activity to the European Charter for Regional or Minority Languages, the Council of Europe opened the Framework Convention for the Protection of National Minorities for signature in February 1995. This treaty does not focus on language(s). It is more general in its aims and scope, and it has fewer specific provisions for the protection and promotion of the minorities concerned. Although no definition of 'national minorities' is given in this framework, it is clear from the document that 'non-national' immigrant groups are again excluded from consideration.
Another As yet, specific documents on the language rights of IM groups in Europe hardly exist. The major document is the Directive of the Council of the European Communities (now the EU) on the Schooling of Children of Migrant Workers, published in Brussels, July 1977. Although this Directive has promoted the legitimisation of IM language instruction and occasionally also its legislation in some countries (Reid and Reich 1992, Fase 1994) , the Directive was limited in its ambitions regarding minority language teaching and has meanwhile become completely outdated.
It is important to note that in many of the quoted documents the acceptance and recognition of cultural pluralism or diversity is conceived of as a prerequisite for, and not a threat to, social cohesion or integration. However, most European legislations and charters concerning minority languages are exclusion-oriented. European countries are calling out for both unification and pluralism through EU policies, but their discourse concerning IM groups is discriminatory in nature. The demographic development in the EU compels policy makers to reconsider their position concerning language rights. IM groups belong increasingly to a third or later generation of descendants, most of whom possess the citizenship of the countries in which they live. Against this background, there is a growing need for overarching human rights for every individual, irrespective of his/her ethnic, cultural, religious or language background. For a similar inclusive approach to IM and RM language rights we refer to Grin (1995) .
DEMOGRAPHIC PERSPECTIVES
Comparative information on population figures in EU member-states can be obtained from the Statistical Office of the EU in Luxembourg (EuroStat). For a variety of reasons, however, reliable demographic information on IM groups in EU countries is difficult to obtain. For some groups or countries, no updated information is available or no such data have ever been collected at all. Moreover, official statistics only reflect IM groups with legal resident status. Another source of disparity is the different data collection systems being used, ranging from nation-wide census data to more or less representative surveys. Most importantly, however, the most widely used European criteria for IM status, nationality and/or country of birth, have become less valid over time because of an increasing trend toward naturalisation and births within the countries of residence. In addition, most residents from former colonies already have the nationality of their country of immigration.
For a discussion of the role of censuses in identifying population groups in a variety of multicultural nation-states, we refer to Kertzer and Arel (2002) . Alterman (1969) offers a fascinating account of the history of counting people from the earliest known records on Babylonian clay tables in 3800 BC to the USA census in 1970. Besides the methods of counting, Alterman discusses at length who has been counted, and how; who not, and why. The issue of mapping identities through nationwide periodical censuses by state institutions is commonly coupled with a vigorous debate between proponents and opponents about the following dilemma: how can you combat discrimination if you do not measure diversity? (cf. Kertzer and Arel 2002: 23-25) . Amongst minority groups and academic groups, both proponents and opponents of measuring diversity can be found (cf. Blum 2002 on this debate in France):
• proponents argue in terms of the social or scientific need for population data bases on diversity as a prerequisite for affirmative action by government in such domains as labour, housing, health care, education or media policies;
• opponents argue in terms of the social or scientific risks of public or political misuse of such data bases for stereotyping, stigmatisation, discrimination or even removal of the 'unwanted other'. Kertzer and Arel (2002: 2) argue that the census does much more than simply reflect social reality; rather it plays a key role in the construction of that reality and in the creation of collective identities. At the same time, it should be acknowledged that the census is a crucial area for the politics of representation. Census data can make people aware of under-representation. Language rights are often a key demand for minority groups on the basis of (home) language data bases.
Decennial censuses became a common practice in Europe and the New World colonised by Europeans in the first part of the 19th century. The USA became the first newly established nation-state with a decennial census since 1790. The first countries to include a language question in their census, however, were Belgium in 1846 and Switzerland in the 1850s, both being European countries with more than one official state language. At present, in most EU countries, only population data on nationality and/or birth country (of person and/or parents) are available. To illustrate this, Table 4 gives comparative statistics of population groups in the Netherlands, based on the birth country (BC) criterion (of person and/or mother and/or father -PMF) vs. the nationality criterion, as derived from the Dutch Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS).
Table 4
Population of the Netherlands based on the combined birth country criterion (BC-PMF) versus the nationality criterion on January 1, 1999 (* Antilleans are Dutch nationals). Source: CBS 2000 Table 4 shows strong criterion effects of birth country versus nationality. All IM groups are in fact strongly under-represented in nationality-based statistics. However, the combined birth country criterion of person/mother/father does not solve the identification problem either. The use of this criterion leads to non-identification in at least the following cases:
• an increasing group of third and further generations (cf. Indonesian/Moluccan and Chinese communities in the Netherlands);
• different ethnocultural groups from the same country of origin (cf. Turks and Kurds from Turkey or Berbers and Arabs from Morocco);
• the same ethnocultural group from different countries of origin (cf. Chinese from China and from other Asian countries);
• ethnocultural groups without territorial status (cf. Roma people).
From the data presented in Table 4 , it becomes clear that collecting reliable information about the actual number and spread of IM population groups in EU countries is no easy enterprise. Krüger-Potratz et al. (1998) discuss the problem of criteria from a historical perspective in the context of the German Weimarer Republik. In 1982, the Australian Institute of Multicultural Affairs recognised the above-mentioned identification problems for inhabitants of Australia and proposed including questions on birth country (of person and parents), ethnic origin (based on self-categorisation in terms of to which ethnic group a person considers him/herself to belong), and home language use in their censuses. As yet, little experience has been gained in EU countries with periodical censuses, or, if such censuses have been held, with questions on ethnicity or (home) language use. Given the decreasing significance of nationality and birth country criteria, collecting reliable information about the composition of IM groups in EU countries is one of the most challenging tasks facing demographers. In Table 5 , the four criteria mentioned are discussed in terms of their major (dis)advantages.
First of all, Table 5 reveals that there is no simple solution to the identification problem. Moreover, Table 5 makes clear that inspection of the criteria utilised for statistics on multicultural population groups is as important as the actual figures themselves. Taken from a European perspective, there is a top-down development over time in the utility and utilisation of different types of criteria, inevitably going from nationality and birth-country criteria in present statistics to self-categorisation and home language in the future. The latter two criteria are generally conceived as complementary criteria. Selfcategorisation and home language references need not coincide, as languages may be conceived to variable degrees as core values of ethnocultural identity in contexts of migration and minorisation. Both types of criteria have been suggested and used outside Europe in various countries with a longer immigration history, and, for this reason, with a longstanding history of collecting census data on multicultural population groups (Kertzer and Arel 2002) . This holds in particular for non-European English-dominant immigration countries like Australia, Canada, South Africa and the USA. To identify the multicultural composition of their populations, these four countries employ a variety of questions in their periodical censuses. In Table 6 , an overview of this array of questions is provided; for each country, the given census is taken as the norm.
Both the type and number of questions are different per country. Canada has a prime position with the highest number of questions. Only three questions have been asked in all countries, whereas two questions have been asked in only one country. Four different questions have been asked about language. The phrasing of questions also shows interesting differences, both between and within countries across time (see Clyne 1991 , for a discussion of methodological problems in comparing the answers to differently phrased questions in Australian censuses from a longitudinal perspective).
Questions about ethnicity, ancestry and/or race have proved to be problematic in all of the countries under consideration (cf. Kertzer and Arel 2002: 10-23 As far as ethnicity and ancestry have been distinguished in census questions, the former concept related most commonly to present self-categorisation of the respondent and the latter to former generations. The diverse ways in which respondents themselves may interpret both concepts, however, remains a problem that cannot be solved easily.
According to Table 6 , South Africa remains as the only country where a racial question is asked instead of a question on ethnicity and/or ancestry. The paradox in South Africa is that questions on ethnicity are often considered to be racist, whereas the racial question (in terms of Black / White / Coloured / Indian) from the earlier Apartheid era has survived. Although the validity of questions about ethnicity, ancestry and/or race is problematic, at least one question from this cluster is needed to compare its outcomes with those of questions on language. The reason for this has been mentioned in Table  5 : language is not always a core value of ethnicity/identity, and multiculturalism may become underestimated if reduced to multilingualism. For this reason, one or more questions derived from cluster 4-6 in Table 6 are necessary complements of one or more questions derived from cluster 7-10.
While, according to Table 6 , 'ethnicity' has been mentioned in recent censuses of only two countries, four language-related questions have been asked in one to four countries. Only in Canada has the concept of 'mother tongue' been included (Table 6 , question 7). It has been defined for respondents as language first learnt at home in childhood and still understood, while questions 8 and 9 were related to the language most often used at home/work. Table 6 shows the added value of language-related census questions on the definition and identification of multicultural populations, in particular the added value of the question on home language use compared to questions on the more opaque concepts of mother tongue and ethnicity. Although the language-related census questions in the four countries differ in their precise formulation and commentary, the outcomes of these questions are generally conceived as cornerstones for educational policies with respect to the teaching of English as a first or second language and the teaching of languages other than English. Table 6 .
Throughout the EU, it is common practice to present data on RM groups on the basis of (home) language and/or ethnicity, and to present data on IM groups on the basis of nationality and/or country of birth. However, convergence between these criteria for the two groups appears over time, due to the increasing period of migration and minorisation of IM groups in EU countries. Due to their prolonged/permanent stay, there is strong erosion in the utility of nationality or birth country statistics.
This overview indicates that large-scale home language surveys are both feasible and meaningful, and that the interpretation of the resulting database is made easier by transparent and multiple questions on home language use. These conclusions become even more pertinent in the context of gathering data on multicultural school populations. Given the decreasing significance of nationality and birth country criteria for IM groups in the European context, the combined criteria of self-categorisation and home language use are potentially promising alternatives for obtaining basic information on the increasingly multicultural composition of European nation-states. The added value of home language statistics is that they offer valuable insights into the distribution and vitality of home languages across different population groups, and thus raise the awareness of multilingualism.
SOCIOLINGUISTIC PERSPECTIVES
Given the overwhelming focus on mainstream language acquisition by IM groups, there is much less evidence on the status and use of IM languages across Europe. In contrast to RM languages, IM languages have no established status in terms of period and area of residence. Obviously, typological differences between IM languages across EU memberstates do exist, e.g. in terms of the status of IM languages as EU languages or non-EU languages, or as languages of formerly colonialised source countries. Taken from the latter perspective, Indian languages are prominent in the United Kingdom, Arabic languages in France, Congolese languages in Belgium, and Surinamese languages in the Netherlands. Most studies of IM languages in Europe have focused on a spectrum of IM languages at the level of one particular multilingual city (Baker and Eversley 2000) , one particular nation-state (LMP 1985 , Alladina and Edwards 1991 , Extra and Verhoeven 1993a or on one particular IM language at the national or European level (Tilmatine 1997 and Obdeijn and de Ruiter 1998 
Few studies have taken both a cross-national and a cross-linguistic perspective on the status and use of IM languages in Europe (Jaspaert and Kroon 1991 , Extra and Verhoeven 1993b , 1998 . We here present the methodology and some major outcomes of the Multilingual Cities Project (henceforth MCP), carried out as a multiple case study in six major multicultural cities in different EU member-states, and supported by the European Cultural Foundation in Amsterdam. Figure 1 gives an outline of the project. The aims of the MCP were to gather, analyse and compare multiple data on the status of IM languages at home and at school. For a full report of the project we refer to Extra and Yağmur (2004) . In the participating cities, ranging from Northern to Southern Europe, Germanic and/or Romance languages have a dominant status in public life. Table 7 gives an overview of the resulting database (only in The Hague were data also collected at secondary schools). The total cross-national sample consists of more than 160,000 pupils.
On the basis of the home language profiles of all major language groups, a crosslinguistic and pseudolongitudinal comparison was made of the reported multiple dimensions of language proficiency, language choice, language dominance, and language preference. For comparative analyses, these four dimensions have been operationalised as follows:
• language proficiency: the extent to which the home language under consideration is understood;
• language choice: the extent to which this language is commonly spoken at home with the mother;
• language dominance: the extent to which this home language is spoken best; • language preference: the extent to which this home language is spoken by preference.
The operationalisation of the first and second dimensions (language proficiency and language choice) was aimed at a maximal scope for tracing language vitality. Since Giles et al. (1977) introduced the concept of ethnolinguistic vitality, the focus has been on its determinants rather than on its operationalisation. In our case, the operationalisation of ethnolinguistic vitality was derived from the language profiles. Language understanding is generally the least demanding of the four language skills involved, and the mother acts generally as the major gatekeeper for inter-generational language transmission (Clyne 2003) . The final aim was the construction of a language vitality index (LVI henceforward), based on the outcomes of the four dimensions presented above. These four dimensions are compared as proportional scores in terms of the mean proportion of pupils per language group that indicated a positive response to the relevant questions. The LVI is, in turn, the mean value of these four proportional scores. This LVI is by definition a value-driven index, in the sense that the chosen dimensions with the chosen operationalisations are equally weighted.
The outcomes of the local surveys were aggregated in one cross-national home language survey (HLS) database. Two criteria were used to select 20 languages for crossnational analyses: each language should be represented by at least 3 cities, and each city should be represented in the cross-national HLS database by at least 30 pupils in the age range of 6-11 years. Our focus on this age range was motivated by comparability considerations: this range is represented in the local HLS databases of all participating cities (see Table 7 ). Romani/Sinte was included in the cross-national analyses because of its special status in our list of 20 languages as a language without territorial status. Two languages have an exceptional status: English 'invaded' the local HLS's as a language of international prestige, and Romani/Sinte is solidly represented in Hamburg and Göteborg only.
In the cross-national and cross-linguistic analyses, three age groups and three generations are distinguished. The age groups consist of children aged 6/7, 8/9, and 10/11 years old. The three generations have been operationalised as follows: G1: pupil + father + mother born abroad; G2: pupil born in the country of residence, father and/or mother born abroad; and G3: pupil + father + mother born in the country of residence. On the basis of this categorisation, inter-generational shift can be estimated. In Table 8 we present the language vitality indices (LVI) of the combined age groups (6-11 years) per language group in decreasing order.
Romani/Sinte was found to have the highest language vitality across age groups, and English and German had the lowest. The near-bottom position of English was explained by the fact that this language has a higher status as a public language than as a language at home; at home less than 30% of the children reported that they used English to speak with their mothers and/or fathers. The top position for language vitality of Romani/Sinte across age groups in Table 8 , and its relatively strong maintenance across generations, were also observed in earlier and similar research in the Netherlands (Broeder and Extra 1998: 70) . The high vitality of Romani/Sinte was also confirmed by other studies on this language community (Acton and Mundy 1999, Kyuchukov 2002) . One reason why language vitality is a core value for the Roma across Europe is the absence of source country references as alternative markers of identity -in contrast to almost all other language groups presented in Table 8 .
There are strong differences between language groups in the distribution of pupils across different generations. In most language groups, second-generation pupils are best represented and third-generation pupils least. In conformity with expectations, the obtained data finally show a stronger decrease of language vitality across generations than across age groups. The strongest inter-generational shift between first-and third-generation pupils emerges for Polish, whereas the strongest inter-generational maintenance of language vitality occurs for Romani/Sinte and for Turkish.
The local language surveys amongst primary school children have delivered a wealth of hidden information on the distribution and vitality of IM languages at home across European cities and nation-states. Apart from Madrid, latecomer amongst our focal cities in respect of immigration, the proportion of primary school children in whose homes other languages were used next to or instead of the mainstream language ranged between one third and more than a half in the cities covered by the survey. The total number of traced 'other' languages ranged by city between 50 and 90; the common pattern was that a few languages were often referred to by the children and that many languages were referred to only a few times. The findings show that making use of more than one language is a way of life for an increasing number of children across Europe. Mainstream and non-mainstream languages should not be conceived of in terms of competition.
Rather, the data show that these languages are used as alternatives, dependent on such factors as type of context or interlocutor. The data also make clear that the use of other languages at home does not occur at the cost of competence in the mainstream language. Many children who addressed their parents in another language reported to be dominant in the mainstream language.
Amongst the major 20 languages in the participating cities, 10 languages are of European origin and 10 languages stem from abroad. These findings show that the traditional concept of language diversity in Europe should be reconsidered and extended. The outcomes of the local language surveys also demonstrate the high status of English amongst primary school children across Europe. Its intrusion in the children's homes is apparent from the position of English in the top five of non-national languages referred to by the children in all participating cities. This outcome cannot be explained as an effect of migration and minorisation only. The children's reference to English also derives from the status of English as the international language of power and prestige. English has become the dominant lingua franca for cross-national communication across Europe. Moreover, children have access to English through a variety of media, and English is commonly taught in particular grades at primary schools.
In addition, children in all participating cities expressed a desire to learn a variety of languages that are not taught at school. The outcomes of the local language surveys also show that children who took part in instruction in particular languages at school reported higher levels of literacy in these languages than children who did not take part in such instruction. Both the reported reading proficiency and the reported writing proficiency profited strongly from language instruction. The differences between participants and non-participants in language instruction were significant for both forms of literacy skills and for all the 20 language groups under consideration. In this domain in particular, the added value of language instruction for language maintenance and development is clear.
EDUCATIONAL PERSPECTIVES
Across Europe, large contrasts occur in the status of IM languages at school, depending on particular nation-states, or even particular federal states within nation-states (as in Germany), and depending on particular IM languages, as national languages in other EU countries or not. Most commonly, IM languages are not part of mainstream education. In Great Britain, for example, IM languages are not part of the so-called 'national' curriculum, and they are dealt with in various types of so-called 'complementary' education at out-of-school hours (e.g. Martin et al. 2004 ).
Here, we present the major outcomes of our comparative study on the teaching of IM languages in the six EU cities and countries of the MCP under discussion. Being aware of cross-national differences in denotation, we will use the concept community language teaching (henceforward CLT) when referring to this type of education. Our rationale for the CLT concept rather than the concepts mother tongue teaching or home language instruction is the inclusion of a broad spectrum of potential target groups. First of all, the status of an IM language as 'native' or home language is subject to change through inter-generational processes of language shift. Moreover, in secondary education, both minority and majority pupils are often de jure (although seldom de facto) admitted to CLT.
From a historical point of view, most of the countries in the MCP show a similar chronological development in their argumentation in favour of CLT. CLT was generally introduced into primary education with a view to family remigration. This objective was also clearly expressed in Directive 77/486 of the European Community, on 25 July 1977. The Directive focused on the education of the children of 'migrant workers' with the aim 'principally to facilitate their possible reintegration into the Member-State of origin'. As is clear from this formulation, the Directive excluded all IM children originating from non-EU countries, although these children formed the large part of IM children in European primary schools. At that time, Sweden was not an EU member-state, and CLT policies for IM children in Sweden were not directed towards remigration, but modelled according to bilingual education policies for the large minority of Finnish-speaking children in Sweden.
In the 1970s, the above argumentation for CLT was increasingly abandoned. Demographic developments showed no substantial signs of families remigrating to their source countries; instead, a process of family reunion and minorisation came about in the target countries. This development resulted in a conceptual shift, and CLT became primarily aimed at combating disadvantages. It had to bridge the gap between the home and school environment, and to encourage school achievement in 'regular' subjects. Because such an approach tended to under-appreciate ethnocultural dimensions, some countries began to emphasise the intrinsic importance of CLT from various respects:
• in cultural respects, CLT can contribute to maintaining and advancing a pluralist society;
• in legal respects, CLT can meet the internationally recognised right to language development and language maintenance, in correspondence with the fact that many IM groups consider their own language of key value to their cultural identity;
• in economic respects, CLT can lead to an important pool of profitable knowledge in societies which are increasingly internationally oriented. Table 9 gives a cross-national summary of the outcomes of our comparative study of nine parameters of CLT in primary and secondary education. A comparison of all nine parameters makes clear that CLT has gained a higher status in secondary schools than in primary schools. In primary education, CLT is generally not part of the 'regular' or 'national' curriculum, and, consequently, it tends to become a negotiable entity in a complex and often opaque interplay of forces by a variety of factors, in contrast with other curricular subjects. Another remarkable fact is that, in some countries (particularly France, Belgium, Spain, and some German federal states), CLT is funded by the consulates or embassies of the countries of origin. In these cases, the national government does not interfere in the organisation of CLT, or in the requirements for, and the selection and employment of, teachers. A paradoxical consequence of this phenomenon is that the earmarking of CLT budgets is often safeguarded by the above-mentioned consulates or embassies. National, regional or local governments often fail to earmark budgets, so that funds meant for CLT may be appropriated for other educational purposes. It should be mentioned that CLT for primary school children in the Netherlands has been completely abolished in the school year 2004/2005, resulting in Dutch-only education in multicultural and multilingual primary schools.
The higher status of CLT in secondary education is largely due to the fact that instruction in one or more languages other than the national standard language is a traditional and regular component of the (optional) school curriculum, whereas primary education is highly determined by a monolingual habitus (Gogolin 1994) . Within secondary education, however, CLT must compete with 'foreign' languages that have a higher status or a longer tradition.
CLT may be part of a largely centralised or decentralised educational policy. In the Netherlands, national responsibilities and educational funds are gradually being trans-ferred to the municipal level, and even to individual schools. In France, government policy is strongly centrally controlled. Germany has devolved governmental responsibilities chiefly to its federal states, with all their mutual differences. Sweden grants farreaching autonomy to municipal councils in dealing with educational tasks and funding. In general, comparative cross-national references to experiences with CLT in the various EU member-states are rare (Reich 1991 , Reid and Reich 1992 , Fase 1994 , Tilmatine 1997 , Broeder and Extra 1998 , or they focus on particular language groups (Tilmatine 1997, Obdeijn and de Ruiter 1998) .
There is a great need for educational policies in Europe that take the new realities of multilingualism into account. Processes of internationalisation and globalisation have brought European nation-states to the world, but they have also brought the world to European nation-states. This bipolar pattern of change has led to both convergence and divergence of multilingualism across Europe. On the one hand, English is on the rise as the lingua franca for international communication across the borders of European nationstates at the cost of all the other national languages of Europe, including French. In spite of many objections against the hegemony of English (Phillipson 2003) , this process of convergence will be enhanced by the extension of the EU to Eastern Europe. Within the borders of European nation-states, however, there is an increasing divergence of home languages due to large-scale processes of migration and inter-generational minorisation. These two processes of convergence and divergence seem to be contradictory trends but can actually be counterbalanced (see also Fishman 1989: 220) .
The call for differentiation of the monolingual habitus of primary schools across Europe originates not only bottom-up from IM parents or organisations, but also topdown from supranational institutions which emphasise the increasing need for European citizens with a trans-national and multicultural affinity and identity. Multilingual competencies are considered prerequisites for such an affinity and identity. Both the European Commission and the Council of Europe have published many policy documents in which language diversity is cherished as a key element of the multicultural identity of Europe -now and in the future. Language diversity is considered to be a prerequisite rather than an obstacle for a united European space in which all citizens are equal (but not the same) and enjoy equal rights (Council of Europe 2000). The maintenance of language diversity and the promotion of language learning and multilingualism are seen as essential elements for the improvement of communication and for the reduction of intercultural misunderstanding.
The European Commission (1995) opted in a so-called Whitebook for trilingualism as a policy goal for all European citizens. Apart from the 'mother tongue', each citizen should learn at least two 'community languages'. In fact, the concept of 'mother tongue' refers to the national languages of particular nation-states and ignores the fact that for many inhabitants of Europe mother tongue and national language do not coincide. At the same time, the concept of 'community languages' referred to the national languages of two other EU member-states. In later European Commission documents, reference is made to one foreign language with high international prestige (English was deliberately not referred to) and one so-called 'neighbouring language'. The latter concept related always to neighbouring countries, never to next-door neighbours. UNESCO also adopted the term 'multilingual education' in 1999 (General Conference Resolution 12) for reference to the use of at least three languages, i.e., the mother tongue, a regional or national language, and an international language in education.
The heads of state and government of all EU member-states called upon the European Commission to take further action to promote multilingualism across Europe, in particular by the learning and teaching of at least two foreign languages from a very young age (Nikolov and Curtain 2000) . The resulting Action Plan 2004-2006, published by the European Commission (2003), may ultimately lead to an inclusive approach in which IM languages are no longer denied access to Europe's celebration of language diversity. In particular, the plea for the learning of three languages by all EU citizens, the plea for an early start to such learning experiences, and the plea for offering a wide range of languages to choose from, open the door to such an inclusive approach. Although this may sound paradoxical, such an approach can also be advanced by accepting the role of English as lingua franca for intercultural communication across Europe. Against this background, the following principles are suggested for the enhancement of multilingualism at the primary school level:
1. In the primary school curriculum, three languages are introduced for all children: a. the standard language of the particular nation-state as a major school subject and the major language of communication for the teaching of other school subjects;
b. English as lingua franca for international communication; c. an additional third language chosen from a variable and varied set of priority languages at the national, regional, and local level of the multicultural society.
2. The teaching of all these languages is part of the regular school curriculum and subject to educational inspection. the views expressed here, in particular in its plea to encourage linguistic diversity, to respect the mother tongue at all levels of education, and to foster the learning of more than one language from the youngest age.
Recently, a feasibility study concerning the creation of a European Agency for linguistic diversity and language learning was carried out by Yellow Window MC (2005) and offered to the European Commission. If accepted, the report would open the door for an inclusive approach towards languages respecting the diversity of all the languages used in the EU, whether 'official' state languages, regional or immigrant languages, other lesser-used languages or sign languages. It would thus raise awareness about the broad spectrum of languages in the EU, and encourage the learning of languages in general. As regards support for policy-making, the Agency would focus on providing 'status' information, serving as an input for policy makers and thus complementing the work done by the Council of Europe. It remains to be seen how the various actors will contribute in shaping the future of multilingual Europe.
